INDEX 


ABANDONMENT OF MINING CLAIMS. See Federal Land Policy 
and Management Act of 1976. 


ACCOMPLICES’ CONFESSIONS. See Constitutional Law, I. 
ADVERTISEMENT BY ATTORNEYS. See Constitutional Law, V. 
ALABAMA. See Constitutional Law, IV. 

ALIENS. See Immigration and Nationality Act. 

ANNEXATIONS BY CITIES. See Antitrust Acts, 2. 

ANTITRUST ACTS. 


1. Motor common carriers—Collective ratemaking—“State action” doc- 
trine.—Collective ratemaking activities, on members’ behalf, of “rate bu- 
reaus” that were composed of motor common carriers operating in certain 
States, and that submitted joint rate proposals to such States’ Public Serv- 
ice Commissions, were immune from federal antitrust liability under “state 
action” doctrine where such activities, although not compelled, were au- 
thorized by States’ laws. Southern Motor Carriers Rate Conference, Inc. 
v. United States, p. 48. 


2. Sewage treatment service—City’s refusal to service townships—“State 
action” exemption.—Where (1) city refused to supply sewage treatment 
service to adjacent townships that were city’s potential competitors in col- 
lection and transportation of sewage, (2) city supplied service to individual 
landowners in townships’ areas if majority in area voted to have city annex 
their homes and to use its sewage collection and transportation services, 
and (8) Wisconsin statutes governing municipal provision of sewage serv- 
ices expressed a clear state policy to replace competition with regulation, 
city’s anticompetitive activities were protected by “state action” exemption 
to federal antitrust laws. Hallie v. Eau Claire, p. 34. 


APARTMENT BUILDINGS. See Criminal Law, 1. 


ARBITRATION UNDER COLLECTIVE-BARGAINING AGREE- 
MENTS. See Labor Management Relations Act. 


ARRESTS. See Civil Rights Act of 1871, 2; Constitutional Law, VII, 1. 


ARSON. See Criminal Law, 1. 
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INDEX 


ATTORNEY ADVERTISEMENTS. See Constitutional Law, V. 


ATTORNEY-CLIENT PRIVILEGE. See Bankruptcy Act. 


ATTORNEY’S FEES. See Civil Rights Attorney’s Fees Awards Act of 
1976. 


BANKRUPTCY. See also Bankruptcy Act. 
Amendments to Bankruptcy Rules, p. 1147. 


BANKRUPTCY ACT. 


Attorney-client privilege of bankrupt corporation—Waiver.—Under 
Act, trustee of a corporation in bankruptcy, not corporation’s directors, 
has power to waive corporation’s attorney-client privilege with respect to 
prebankruptcy communications. Commodity Futures Trading Comm’n v. 
Weintraub, p. 343. 


BLOOD PLASMA COLLECTION. See Public Health Service Act. 
BREATH-ANALYSIS TESTS. See Public Health Service Act. 
BURDEN OF PROOF. See Constitutional Law, III, 1. 


CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY’S RECORDS. See Freedom 
of Information Act. 


CITY SEWAGE SERVICES. See Antitrust Acts, 2. 


CITY’S LIABILITY FOR POLICE MISCONDUCT. See Civil Rights 
Act of 1871, 1. 


CIVIL RIGHTS ACT OF 1871. See also Civil Rights Attorney’s Fees 
Awards Act of 1976. 


1. Police misconduct—City’s liability.—Where (1) respondent brought 
a federal-court suit under 42 U.S. C. § 1983 alleging that actions of peti- 
tioner city and one of its police officers, who shot and killed respondent’s 
husband while investigating an alleged robbery, had deprived husband of 
certain constitutional rights, (2) jury was instructed that city was liable 
only if its “policy” had caused deprivation but that jury could infer that 
a single excessive use of force was attributable to inadequate training or 
supervision amounting to deliberate indifference or gross negligence on 
part of officials in charge, and (3) jury returned a verdict against city, 
judgment of Court of Appeals—which held that proof of a single incident 
of unconstitutional activity by a police officer could suffice to establish 
municipal liability—was reversed; it was too late for respondent to argue 
that jury instruction issue was not preserved because city failed to prop- 
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CIVIL RIGHTS ACT OF 1871—Coiiiinued. 


erly object at trial, since respondent first raised such question in her brief 
on merits in this Court. Oklahoma City v. Tuttle, p. 808. 


2. State statute of limitations—Characterizations of § 1983 action.—All 
claims under 42 U. S. C. § 1983—including respondent’s claim against state 
police officers arising from alleged unlawful arrest and beating of respond- 
ent—are to be characterized as personal injury actions for purposes of 
determining appropriate state statute of limitations to be applied. Wilson 
v. Garcia, p. 261. 


3. State statute of limitations—Characterization of § 1983 action.—In 
respondent’s action under 42 U. S. C. § 1983 alleging that petitioner School 
District discriminated against her on basis of sex in failing to promote 
her to an administrative position, Court of Appeals’ judgment, holding that 
6-year “residuary” provision of pertinent State’s limitations scheme was 
applicable, was vacated, and case was remanded for further consideration 
in light of Wilson v. Garcia, p. 261. Springfield Township School Dist. v. 
Knoll, p. 288. 


CIVIL RIGHTS ATTORNEY’S FEES AWARDS ACT OF 1976. 


Administrative proceedings—Award of attorney’s fees in civil rights ac- 
tion.—Where (1) after petitioner teacher was discharged by respondent 
Board of Education, he retained counsel to represent him in administrative 
proceedings, contending that his discharge was racially motivated and vio- 
lated his constitutional rights, (2) after he was denied administrative relief, 
he filed suit in Federal District Court under 42 U. S. C. § 1983, and (8) a 
consent decree was entered, awarding him damages but reserving matter 
of an award of attorney’s fees, he was not entitled to an award for counsel’s 
services during administrative proceedings on theory that they were pro- 
ceedings to enforce § 1983 within meaning of Act, or on theory that time 
spent by counsel in administrative proceedings was “reasonably expended” 
in preparation for court action. Webb v. Dyer County Bd. of Ed., p. 234. 


COLLECTIVE-BARGAINING AGREEMENTS. See Labor Manage- 
ment Relations Act; Pre-emption of State or Local Law by Federal 
Law. 


COMMERCE CLAUSE. See Criminal Law, 1. 
COMMERCIAL SPEECH. See Constitutional Law, V. 
COMMON CARRIERS’ RATES. See Antitrust Acts, 1. 


COMPREHENSIVE DRUG ABUSE PREVENTION AND CONTROL 
ACT OF 1970. See Constitutional Law, !I. 


CONFESSIONS. See Constitutional Law, I. 
CONFRONTATION CLAUSE. See Constitutional Law, I. 
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CONSTITUTIONAL LAW. See also Civil Rights Act of 1871, 1; Crimi- 
nal Law, 1; Fair Labor Standards Act; Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act of 1976; Judgments; Public Health Service Act. 


I. Confrontation of Witnesses. 


Accomplice’s confession—Admission to rebut defendant’s testimony.-— 
Where (1) at respondent’s state-court murder trial, which resulted in his 
conviction, State relied on his confession to Sheriff, (2) respondent testi- 
fied that confession was coerced, claiming that Sheriff read from an accom- 
plice’s confession and directed respondent to say same thing, (3) in re- 
buttal, Sheriff denied that respondent was read accomplice’s confession, 
such confession was admitted, and judge instructed jury that confession 
was not admitted to prove its truthfulness but for purpose of rebuttal only, 
and (4) Sheriff then testified as to differences between respondent’s confes- 
sion and accomplice’s confession, respondent’s rights under Confrontation 
Clause were not violated by introduction of accomplice’s confession for re- 
buttal purposes. Tennessee v. Street, p. 409. 


II. Double Jeopardy. 


Continuing criminal enterprise—Earlier conviction of a predicate of- 
fense.—Where (1) petitioner was tried in Federal District Court in Florida 
on several drug counts, including a count for engaging in a continuing crim- 
inal enterprise (CCE) in violation of Comprehensive Drug Abuse Preven- 
tion and Control Act of 1970, (2) evidence underlying his prior federal-court 
conviction in Washington for a drug offense was introduced to prove one of 
three predicate offenses necessary for a CCE violation, (8) he was con- 
victed on CCE count and other counts, and (4) prison sentence on CCE 
count was concurrent with prison terms on other counts but consecutive to 
prison term for Washington conviction, Double Jeopardy Clause did not 
bar either CCE prosecution or cumulative sentences. Garrett v. United 
States, p. 773. 


III. Due Process. 


1. Jury instructions—Presumption of criminal intent.—Where (1) in 
respondent’s state-court trial resulting in a conviction of malice murder, his 
sole defense was that killing was accidental and he had no intent to kill, and 
(2) trial judge instructed jury that a person is presumed to intend natural 
and probable consequences of his acts, but presumption may be rebutted, 
instruction on intent, when read in context of jury charge as a whole, vio- 
lated due process requirement that State prove every element of a criminal 
offense beyond a reasonable doubt, and error was not harmless. Francis 
v. Franklin, p. 307. 


2. Prison disciplinary hearing—Inmate’s request to call witnesses— 
Reasons for denial.—Due Process Clause does not require that state 
prison officials’ reasons for denying an inmate’s request to call witnesses 
appear in administrative record of a prison disciplinary hearing; but where 
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CONSTITUTIONAL LAW—Continued. 


officials’ reasons do not appear in administrative record, officials must 
present testimony as to their reasons in court if deprivation of a prisoner’s 
“liberty” interest, such as that afforded by “good time” credits, is chal- 
lenged because of refusal to call requested witnesses. Ponte v. Real, 
p. 491. 


3. Restaurant franchise—Breach of agreement—Diversity jurisdic- 
tion.—Where (1) appellant, a Florida corporation conducting a franchise 
restaurant business, provided in governing contracts that franchise rela- 
tionship was established in Florida and governed by Florida law and that 
all fees and notices were to be forwarded to appellant’s Florida headquar- 
ters, which set policy and worked directly with franchisees in resolving 
problems, and (2) appellee Michigan resident and another Michigan resi- 
dent were franchisees and refused to vacate restaurant premises in Michi- 
gan after appellant terminated franchise, Due Process Clause was not vio- 
lated by Federal District Court’s exercise of jurisdiction over franchisees 
pursuant to Florida’s long-arm statute in appellant’s diversity action for 
alleged breach of franchise obligations. Burger King Corp. v. Rudzewicz, 
p. 462. 


4, Revocation of probation—Incarceration.—Due Process Clause does 
not generally require a sentencing court to indicate that it has considered 
alternatives to incarceration before revoking probation; procedures re- 
quired by due process were afforded even though state judge—who, after 
putting respondent on probation and suspending prison sentences when 
he pleaded guilty to controlled substances offenses, revoked probation 
and ordered execution of sentences when respondent was arrested for and 
charged with felony of leaving scene of an automobile accident——did not ex- 
plain on record his consideration and rejection of alternatives to incarcera- 
tion. Black v. Romano, p. 606. 


IV. Equal Protection of the Laws. 


Disenfranchisement of convicts—Alabama law.—Provision of Alabama 
Constitution disenfranchising persons convicted of certain felonies and mis- 
demeanors, including any crime involving moral turpitude, violated Equal 
Protection Clause of Fourteenth Amendment, since evidence showed that 
purpose of provision to discriminate against blacks was “but for” motiva- 
tion for adopting provision; Tenth Amendment cannot save legislation pro- 
hibited by Fourteenth Amendment. Hunter v. Underwood, p. 222. 


V. Freedom of Speech. 


Attorney advertisements—Commercial speech.—Public disciplinary rep- 
rimand of appellant attorney for violations of Ohio attorney advertising 
rules was sustainable to extent reprimand was based on his misleading 
newspaper advertisement concerning his terms of representation in 
drunken driving cases and on omission of information from his adver- 
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CONSTITUTIONAL LAW—Continued. 


tisement regarding his contingent-fee arrangements for representation 
of women for injuries resulting from use of a particular contraceptive 
device; but reprimand violated First Amendment insofar as it was based 
on appellant’s use of an illustration in latter advertisement and his offer 
of legal advice. Zauderer v. Office of Disciplinary Counsel of Supreme 
Court of Ohio, p. 626. 


VI. Right to Grand Jury Indictment. 


Allegations—Proof.—Where multicount federal grand jury indictment 
charging respondent with mail fraud alleged that he defrauded his insurer 
in connection with a burglary both by consenting to burglary and by lying 
to insurer about value of his loss, but proof at trial concerned only latter 
allegation and he was convicted, his Fifth Amendment grand jury right 
was not violated since crime and elements thereof that sustained conviction 
were fully and clearly set out in indictment—it normally being immaterial 
that indictment alleges more crimes or other means of committing same 
crime. United States v. Miller, p. 130. 


VII. Searches and Seizures. 


1. Arrests—Fleeing suspect—Deadly force.—Tennessee statute author- 
izing use of “necessary” force in effecting arrest of a fleeing suspect is 
unconstitutional under Fourth Amendment’s reasonableness requirement 
insofar as it authorizes use of deadly force against, as in this case, an appar- 
ently unarmed, nondangerous fleeing suspect; such force may not be used 
unless necessary to prevent escape and officer has probable cause to 
believe that suspect poses a significant threat of death or serious physical 
injury to officer or others. Tennessee v. Garner, p. 1. 


2. Motor home—Warrantless search.—Where (1) a law enforcement 
agent, who had information that respondent’s mobile motor home was 
being used to exchange marihuana for sex, watched respondent approach a 
youth who accompanied him to vehicle, which was parked in a downtown 
lot, (2) agents kept vehicle under surveillance, and youth, upon being 
stopped after leaving vehicle, told them that he had received marihuana 
in return for allowing respondent sexual contacts, (8) when respondent 
stepped out of vehicle after youth, at agents’ request, knocked on door, one 
agent, without a warrant or consent, entered vehicle and observed mari- 
huana, (4) a subsequent search of vehicle at police station revealed addi- 
tional marihuana, and (5) respondent was convicted of a drug offense in a 
state court after his motion to suppress evidence discovered in vehicle was 
denied, warrantless search of vehicle did not violate Fourth Amendment. 
California v. Carney, p. 386. 


CONTINUING CRIMINAL ENTERPRISE. See Constitutional Law, 
II. 
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CONTRACEPTIVE DEVICES. See Constitutional Law, V. 


COPYRIGHTS. 


Infringement—“Fair use” doctrine.—Where (1) former President Ford 
contracted with petitioners to publish his memoirs and gave petitioners ex- 
clusive first serial right to license prepublication excerpts, (2) when mem- 
oirs were nearing completion, petitioners, as copyright holders, negotiated 
a licensing agreement with a third party for prepublication excerpting of a 
portion of manuscript, and (3) an unauthorized source provided unpub- 
lished memoirs manuscript to a magazine, which then published an article 
that included quotes of copyrighted expression taken from manuscript, ar- 
ticle was not a “fair use” under § 107 of Copyright Act and constituted 
acopyright infringement. Harper & Row, Publishers, Inc. v. Nation En- 
terprises, p. 539. 


CORPORATION’S ATTORNEY-CLIENT PRIVILEGE. See Bank- 
ruptcy Act. 


COURTS OF APPEALS. See Stays. 


CRIMINAL LAW. See also Constitutional Law, I; II; III, 1, 2, 4; VI; 
VII. 


1. Destruction of apartment building—F ederal statute.—Title 18 U.S. C. 
§844(i), which makes it a crime to maliciously destroy or attempt to de- 
stroy by means of fire or an explosive “any building . . . used . . . in any 
activity affecting interstate or foreign commerce,” applied to petitioner’s 
two-unit apartment building from which he earned rental income. Russell 
v. United States, p. 858. 


2. Food stamp fraud—Defendant’s knowledge.—In a prosecution for vi- 
olating 7 U. S. C. §2024(b)(1), which relates to food stamp fraud and pro- 
vides that “whoever knowingly . . . acquires . . . or possesses coupons or 
authorization cards in any manner not authorized by [the statute] or the 
regulations” is guilty of a crime, Government must prove that defendant 
knew that his acquisition or possession of food stamps was in such an un- 
authorized manner. Liparota v. United States, p. 419. 

3. Plea bargaining—Government’s obligations in recommending sen- 
tence.—Court of Appeals erred in concluding that Government had 
breached its plea bargain by not explaining its reasons for its recommended 
sentence to District Court (which disregarded recommendation) or by fail- 
ing to show enthusiastic support for leniency, since (1) even assuming that 
Government, in a particular case, could commit itself to such undertakings, 
it had not done so here, and (2) Federal Rule of Criminal Procedure 11(e) 
does not require that such undertakings be implied as a matter of law from 
Government’s agreement to recommend a particular sentence. United 
States v. Benchimol, p. 453. 


CUMULATIVE SENTENCES. See Constitutional Law, II. 
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DEADLY FORCE IN EFFECTING ARREST. See Constitutional 
Law, VII, 1. 


DENIAL OF CERTIORARI AS HAVING PRECEDENTIAL EFFECT. 
See Judgments. 


DEPORTATION OF ALIENS. See Immigration and Nationality Act. 


DISABILITY CLAIMS OF EMPLOYEES. See Labor Management 
Relations Act. 


DISCIPLINARY HEARINGS AS TO PRISONERS. See Constitu- 
tional Law, III, 2. 


DISCLOSURE OF GOVERNMENT RECORDS. See Freedom of In- 
formation Act. 


DISCRIMINATION BASED ON RACE. See Civil Rights Attorney’s 
Fees Awards Act of 1976; Constitutional Law, IV. 


DISCRIMINATION BASED ON SEX. See Civil Rights Act of 1871, 3. 


DISCRIMINATION IN EMPLOYMENT. See Civil Rights Act of 1871, 
3; Civil Rights Attorney’s Fees Awards Act of 1976. 


DISENFRANCHISEMENT OF CONVICTS. See Constitutional Law, 
IV. 


DISMISSAL OF APPEAL AS HAVING PRECEDENTIAL EFFECT. 
See Judgments. 


DISTRICT COURTS. See Constitutional Law, III, 3; Jurisdiction. 
DIVERSITY JURISDICTION. See Constitutional Law, III, 3. 
DOUBLE JEOPARDY. See Constitutional Law, II. 

DRUNKEN DRIVING. See Constitutional Law, V. 


DUE PROCESS. See Constitutional Law, III; Federal Land Policy 
and Management Act of 1976. 


EDUCATION OF THE HANDICAPPED ACT. 


“Individualized education program”—Parents’ participation—Judicial 
review.—Act’s grant of authority to a court reviewing an administrative 
determination concerning a handicapped child’s proper placement under 
an “individualized education program” (IEP) developed with parents’ par- 
ticipation, includes power to order school authorities to reimburse parents 
for their expenditures for private special education if court ultimately 
determines that such placement, rather than proposed IEP, is proper; a 
violation of Act’s provision requiring that child remain in then-current 
placement during pendency of review proceedings by parents’ changing 
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EDUCATION OF THE HANDICAPPED ACT—Continued. 


child’s placement does not constitute a waiver of parents’ right to re- 
imbursement for expenses of private placement. Burlington School Com- 
mittee v. Massachusetts Dept. of Ed., p. 359. 


EMPLOYEE RETIREMENT INCOME SECURITY ACT OF 1974. 
See Pre-emption of State or Local Law by Federal Law. 


EMPLOYER AND EMPLOYEES. See Civil Rights Act of 1871, 3; 
Civil Rights Attorney’s Fees Awards Act of 1976; Fair Labor Stand- 
ards Act; Labor Management Relations Act; Pre-emption of State 
or Local Law by Federal Law. 


EMPLOYMENT DISCRIMINATION. See Civil Rights Act of 1871, 3; 
Civil Rights Attorney’s Fees Awards Act of 1976. 


EQUAL PROTECTION OF THE LAWS. See Constitutional Law, IV. 


ESTABLISHMENT OF RELIGION CLAUSE. See Fair Labor Stand- 
ards Act. 


EVIDENCE. See Constitutional Law, I. 
FAIR LABOR STANDARDS ACT. 


Nonprofit religious organization—Applicability of Act.—Businesses of 
petitioner foundation—a nonprofit religious organization deriving income 
from commercial businesses staffed by rehabilitated drug addicts, dere- 
licts, and criminals who received no cash salaries but were provided food, 
clothing, shelter, and other benefits—constituted an “enterprise,” and 
foundation’s workers were “employees,” within meaning of Act; application 
of Act to foundation did not violate Religion Clauses of First Amendment. 
Tony & Susan Alamo Foundation v. Secretary of Labor, p. 290. 


“FAIR USE” DOCTRINE. See Copyrights. 
FEDERAL LAND POLICY AND MANAGEMENT ACT OF 1976. 


Mining claims—Filing requirements.—Under §314(a) of Act, which 
provides that mining claims on federal lands must be recorded with Gov- 
ernment and certain annual documents must be filed by claimant “prior to 
December 31,” and § 314(c), which states that failure to comply with either 
filing requirement “shall be deemed conclusively to constitute an abandon- 
ment” of claim, annual filings must be made on or before December 30, and 
claims for which timely filings are not made are extinguished; § 314(c) does 
not effect an unconstitutional taking of private property or violate due 
process. United States v. Locke, p. 84. 


FEDERAL-QUESTION JURISDICTION. See Jurisdiction. 
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FEDERAL RULES OF CIVIL PROCEDURE. See also Civil Rights 
Act of 1871, 1. 


Amendments to Rules, p. 1153. 

FEDERAL RULES OF CRIMINAL PROCEDURE. See also Criminal 
Law, 3. 

Amendments to Rules, p. 1167. 

FEDERAL-STATE RELATIONS. See Antitrust Acts; Civil Rights Act 
of 1871, 2, 3; Constitutional Law, III, 3; Indian Mineral Leasing 
Act of 1938; Labor Management Relations Act; Pre-emption of 
State or Local Law by Federal Law; Public Health Service Act; So- 
cial Security Act. 


FIFTH AMENDMENT. See Constitutional Law, II; VI; Federal Land 
Policy and Management Act of 1976. 


FIRST AMENDMENT. See Constitutional Law, V; Fair Labor Stand- 
ards Act; Judgments. 


FLORIDA. See Constitutional Law, III, 3. 


FOOD AND DRUG ADMINISTRATION’S REGULATION OF BLOOD 
PLASMA COLLECTION. See Public Health Service Act. 


FOOD STAMP FRAUD. See Criminal Law, 2. 

FOURTEENTH AMENDMENT. See Constitutional Law, III; IV; 
Judgments. 

FOURTH AMENDMENT. See Constitutional Law, VII. 

FRANCHISE AGREEMENTS. See Constitutional Law, III, 3. 

FRAUD. See Criminal Law, 2; Securities Regulation. 

FREEDOM OF INFORMATION ACT. 


Exemption 3—CIA intelligence projects—Identities of researchers.— 
Under Exemption 3 of Act, which relates to matters specifically exempted 
by another statute, § 102(d)(8) of National Security Act of 1947, which pro- 
vides that Central Intelligence Agency’s Director shall protect “intelli- 
gence sources” and methods from unauthorized disclosure, qualifies as a 
withholding statute, and researchers engaged in CIA intelligence projects 
contracted out to universities and other institutions were protected “intelli- 
gence sources.” CIA v. Sims, p. 159. 


FREEDOM OF RELIGION. See Fair Labor Standards Act. 
FREEDOM OF SPEECH. See Constitutional Law, V. 

GAS LEASES. See Indian Mineral Leasing Act of 1938. 
GEORGIA. See Antitrust Acts, 1. 
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GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES. See Civil Rights Act of 1871, 3; Civil 
Rights Attorney’s Fees Awards Act of 1976. 


GOVERNMENT RECORDS. See Freedom of Information Act. 
GRAND JURY. See Constitutional Law, VI. 


HANDICAPPED CHILDREN’S EDUCATION. See Education of the 
Handicapped Act. 


HEALTH INSURANCE. See Pre-emption of State or Local Law by 
Federal Law. 


HEARINGS AS TO PRISONER DISCIPLINE. See Constitutional 
Law, III, 2. 


ILLUSTRATIONS IN ADVERTISEMENTS. See Constitutional Law, 
V. 


IMMIGRATION AND NATIONALITY ACT. 


Suspension of deportation—Attorney General’s discretion.—Under 
Act’s provisions allowing Attorney General to suspend an alien’s deporta- 
tion if he has been present in United States for at least seven consecutive 
years, is of good moral character, and demonstrates that deportation would 
result in extreme hardship to him or his spouse or child, who is a United 
States citizen, and under regulations providing that suspension will be 
denied unless reopening of proceedings is sought on basis of circumstances 
arising subsequent to original deportation hearing, Attorney General’s 
refusal to reopen proceedings as to respondents, husband and wife, was 
within his discretion where respondents had flagrantly violated immigra- 
tion laws in entering country and only met 7-year residency requirement 
during pendency of their baseless appeals in proceedings. INS v. Rios- 
Pineda, p. 444. 


INDIAN MINERAL LEASING ACT OF 1938. See also Indians. 


Tribe’s royalty interests—Validity of state tax.—Montana may not tax 
respondent Tribe’s royalty interests from oil and gas leases of Indian lands 
issued to non-Indian lessees pursuant to Act, notwithstanding provision of 
1924 federal statute authorizing such state taxation. Montana v. Black- 
feet Tribe, p. 759. 


INDIAN REORGANIZATION ACT OF 1934. See Indians. 
INDIANS. See also Indian Mineral Leasing Act of 1938; Jurisdiction; 
Stays. 
Tribal taxes—Leasehold interests in tribal lands.—Secretary of Inte- 
rior’s approval was not required to validate taxes imposed, under Navajo 
Tribe’s ordinances, on value of leasehold interests in tribal lands and on re- 


ceipts from sale of property produced or extracted, or from sale of services, 
within such lands. Kerr-McGee Corp. v. Navajo Tribe, p. 195. 
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INDICTMENTS. See Constitutional Law, VI. 

INFRINGEMENT OF COPYRIGHT. See Copyrights. 
INJUNCTIONS. See Mootness. 

INSTITUTIONS FOR MENTAL DISEASES. See Social Security Act. 


INSTRUCTIONS TO JURY. See Civil Rights Act of 1871, 1; Constitu- 
tional Law, I; III, 1. 


INSURANCE. See Pre-emption of State or Local Law by Federal 
Law. 


“INTELLIGENCE SOURCES” OF CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE 
AGENCY. See Freedom of Information Act. 


INTENT IN CRIMINAL CASE. See Constitutional Law, III, 1. 
INTERSTATE COMMERCE. See Criminal Law, 1. 


JUDGMENTS. 


Summary dismissal of appeals—Denial of certiorari—Precedential ef- 
fect.—Court of Appeals erred in concluding that claim that Massachusetts 
Democratic Party’s Charter, as enforced by a Massachusetts statute, vio- 
lated First and Fourteenth Amendments was foreclosed by precedential 
effect of this Court’s summary dismissal of appeals in an earlier case, 
since disposition of earlier case was for lack of appellate jurisdiction rather 
than for want of a substantial federal question where this Court has juris- 
diction, and since denial of certiorari upon treating papers in earlier case 
as petitions for certiorari also lacked any precedential effect. _Hopfmann 
v. Connolly, p. 459. 


JUDICIAL REVIEW OF ADMINISTRATIVE DETERMINATIONS AS 
TO HANDICAPPED CHILDREN’S EDUCATION. See Education 
of the Handicapped Act. 


JURISDICTION. See also Constitutional Law, III, 3; Stays. 


Federal District Court—Indian Tribal Court.—Where (1) respondent 
Crow Indian minor obtained a default judgment against petitioner State 
School District in a personal injury action in Crow Tribal Court arising 
from injury sustained by minor in an accident that occurred on state school 
land located within Crow Indian Reservation, (2) School District and its in- 
surer then brought an action in Federal District Court under 28 U. S. C. 
§ 1331 for injunctive relief, and (3) District Court held that Tribal Court 
lacked jurisdiction over a civil action against a non-Indian, § 1331 encom- 
passed federal question whether Tribal Court had exceeded its jurisdiction, 
but exhaustion of Tribal Court remedies was required before District 
Court could entertain claim of lack of Tribal Court jurisdiction. National 
Farmers Union Ins. Cos. v. Crow Tribe, p. 845. 
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JURY INSTRUCTIONS. See Civil Rights Act of 1871, 1; Constitu- 
tional Law, I; III, 1. 


LABOR MANAGEMENT RELATIONS ACT. 


Employee’s disability claim against employer and insurer—State-court 
tort action—Pre-emption.—Where (1) a collective-bargaining agreement 
incorporated a disability plan administered by an insurance company, and 
established a disability grievance procedure culminating in binding arbitra- 
tion, (2) an employee disputed manner in which employer and insurer han- 
dled his disability claim, and (3) rather than utilizing grievance procedure, 
he brought a damages suit against employer and insurer in a Wisconsin 
court, alleging bad faith in handling claim in violation of state tort law, em- 
ployee’s claim should have been dismissed either for failure to make use of 
grievance procedure or as constituting a contract claim under a collective- 
bargaining agreement, pre-empted by §301 of Act. Allis-Chalmers Corp. 
v. Lueck, p. 202. 


LAWYER ADVERTISEMENTS. See Constitutional Law, V. 
LEASEHOLD INTERESTS IN INDIAN LANDS. See Indians. 
LESSER INCLUDED OFFENSES. See Constitutional Law, II. 
LIMITATION OF ACTIONS. See Civil Rights Act of 1871, 2, 3. 


MASSACHUSETTS. See Judgments; Pre-emption of State or Local 
Law by Federal Law. 


MEDICAID. See Social Security Act. 


MENTAL-HEALTH CARE. See Pre-emption of State or Local Law by 
Federal Law; Social Security Act. 


MINERAL LEASES. See Indian Mineral Leasing Act of 1938; 
Indians. 


MINIMUM-CONTACTS STANDARD. See Constitutional Law, III, 3. 


MINING CLAIMS. See Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 
1976. 


MISSISSIPPI. See Antitrust Acts, 1. 
MONTANA. See Indian Mineral Leasing Act of 1938. 


MOOTNESS. 


Preliminary injunction—Compliance with terms.—Where (1) students 
of California School for Blind filed Federal District Court suit against peti- 
tioner state officials, claiming that school’s physical plant did not meet ap- 
plicable seismic safety standards, (2) after trial, court issued a “preliminary 
injunction” requiring State to conduct additional tests of school grounds 
to aid in assessment of school’s seismic safety, and (3) Court of Appeals 
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MOOTNESS—Continued. 


affirmed issuance of injunction, noting that it was not finally deciding 
merits, issue ruled on by Court of Appeals was moot, since petitioners had 
thereafter complied with terms of injunction. Honig v. Students of Cali- 
fornia School for Blind, p. 148. 


MOTOR COMMON CARRIERS’ RATES. See Antitrust Acts, 1. 

MOTOR VEHICLE SEARCHES. See Constitutional Law, VII, 2. 

MUNICIPALITY’S LIABILITY FOR POLICE MISCONDUCT. See 
Civil Rights Act of 1871, 1. 

MUNICIPALITY’S SEWAGE SERVICES. See Antitrust Acts, 2. 

NATIONAL BLOOD POLICY. See Public Health Service Act. 


NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS ACT. See Pre-emption of State or 
Local Law by Federal Law. 


NATIONAL SECURITY ACT OF 1947. See Freedom of Information 
Act. 


NEWSPAPER ADVERTISEMENTS OF ATTORNEYS. See Constitu- 
tional Law, V. 


NORTH CAROLINA. See Antitrust Acts, 1. 
OIL LEASES. See Indian Mineral Leasing Act of 1938. 


PARENTS’ PARTICIPATION IN EDUCATION PROGRAM FOR 
HANDICAPPED CHILD. See Education of the Handicapped Act. 


PLEA BARGAINING. See Criminal Law, 3. 

POLICE MISCONDUCT. See Civil Rights Act of 1871, 1, 2. 
POLITICAL PARTIES’ CHARTERS. See Judgments. 
PRECEDENTIAL EFFECT OF JUDGMENTS. See Judgments. 


PRE-EMPTION OF STATE OR LOCAL LAW BY FEDERAL LAW. 
See also Labor Management Relations Act; Public Health Service 
Act. 


Health insurance—Validity of state statute-—A Massachusetts statute 
requiring that certain minimum mental-health-care benefits be provided a 
Massachusetts resident insured under a general health insurance policy or 
an employee health-care plan that covered hospital and surgical expenses 
was not pre-empted by federal Employee Retirement Income Security Act 
of 1974 insofar as Massachusetts statute applied to policies purchased by 
employee health-care plans regulated by ERISA; nor was Massachusetts 
statute, as applied to policies purchased pursuant to collective-bargaining 
agreements regulated by National Labor Relations Act, pre-empted by 
NLRA. Metropolitan Life Ins. Co. v. Massachusetts, p. 724. 
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PRELIMINARY INJUNCTIONS. See Mootness. 


PRESUMPTION OF CRIMINAL INTENT. See Constitutional Law, 
III, 1. 


PRISON DISCIPLINARY HEARINGS. See Constitutional Law, III, 
2. 


PROBATION. See Constitutional Law, III, 4. 


PUBLIC DISCLOSURE OF GOVERNMENT RECORDS. See Free- 
dom of Information Act. 


PUBLIC EDUCATION FOR HANDICAPPED CHILDREN. See Edu- 
cation of the Handicapped Act. 


PUBLIC EMPLOYEES. See Civil Rights Act of 1871, 3; Civil Rights 
Attorney’s Fees Awards Act of 1976. 


PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE ACT. 


Blood plasma collection—Local regulations—Pre-emption.—County or- 
dinances and regulations requiring that blood donors be tested for hepa- 
titis, that they donate at only one blood plasma center, and that they 
be given a breath-analysis test for alcohol content before each donation 
were not pre-empted by federal regulations, promulgated under Act, 
establishing minimum standards for collection of blood plasma. Hills- 
borough County v. Automated Medical Laboratories, Inc., p. 707. 


RACIAL DISCRIMINATION. See Civil Rights Attorney’s Fees 
Awards Act of 1976; Constitutional Law, IV. 


RATES OF COMMON CARRIERS. See Antitrust Acts, 1. 
REGISTRATION OF STOCK. See Securities Regulation, 2. 
RELIGIOUS FREEDOM. See Fair Labor Standards Act. 
RESTAURANT FRANCHISES. See Constitutional Law, III, 3. 
REVOCATION OF PROBATION. See Constitutional Law, III, 4. 
RIGHT TO CALL WITNESSES. See Constitutional Law, III, 2. 


RIGHT TO GRAND JURY INDICTMENT. See Constitutional Law, 
VI. 


“SALE OF BUSINESS” DOCTRINE. See Securities Regulation. 
SCHOOLS. See Mootness. 

SEARCHES AND SEIZURES. See Constitutional Law, VII. 
SECURITIES ACT OF 1933. See Securities Regulation. 
SECURITIES EXCHANGE ACT OF 1934. See Securities Regulation. 
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SECURITIES REGULATION. 


1. Stock as “security”—“Sale of business” doctrine.—Where respondent 
purchased 50% of a company’s stock from its president, who previously had 
owned all of stock, respondent agreed to participate in company’s manage- 
ment, but his actions were subject to president’s veto, and he subsequently 
challenged accuracy of representations made to him in connection with his 
purchase, stock purchased by respondent was a “security” within meaning 
of antifraud provisions of Securities Act of 1933 and Securities Exchange 
Act of 1934, and “sale of business” doctrine did not apply. Gould v. Ruefe- 
nacht, p. 701. 


2. Stock as “security”—“Sale of business” doctrine.—Where respond- 
ents father and sons sold all of stock in family corporation, purchasers 
formed petitioner company to run business, father agreed to stay on as 
a consultant to help with business’ operation, and petitioner company 
ultimately went into receivership, stock was a “security” within registra- 
tion provisions of Securities Act of 1933 and antifraud provisions of Securi- 
ties Exchange Act of 1934, and “sale of business” doctrine did not apply. 
Landreth Timber Co. v. Landreth, p. 681. 


SEISMIC SAFETY STANDARDS. See Mootness. 
SEWAGE SERVICES. See Antitrust Acts, 2. 

SEX DISCRIMINATION. See Civil Rights Act of 1871, 3. 
SHERMAN ACT. See Antitrust Acts. 

SIXTH AMENDMENT. See Constitutional Law, I. 


SOCIAL SECURITY ACT. 


Medicaid—“Institution for mental diseases.”—Under Act’s Medicaid 
provisions and implementing regulations whereby services performed for 
patients of certain ages in an “institution for mental diseases” (IMD) are 
not covered for purposes of federal reimbursement payments to a State, an 
“intermediate care facility” that provides both covered and uncovered 
services may also be an IMD. Connecticut Dept. of Income Maintenance 
v. Heckler, p. 524. 


“STATE ACTION” DOCTRINE. See Antitrust Acts. 


STATE TAXES ON INDIAN MINERAL LEASES. See Indian Mineral 
Leasing Act of 1938. 


STATUTES OF LIMITATIONS. See Civil Rights Act of 1871, 2, 3. 


STAYS. 


Vacation of stay.—Application to vacate Court of Appeals’ stay of all 
proceedings below in Federal District Court and in Crow Tribal Court, 
pending resolution of merits by this Court, is denied. National Farmers 
Union Ins. Cos. v. Crow Tribe (REHNQUIST, J., in chambers), p. 1301. 
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STOCK AS “SECURITY.” See Securities Regulation. 
SUPREMACY CLAUSE. See Public Health Service Act. 
SUPREME COURT. 

1. Amendments to Bankruptcy Rules, p. 1147. 

2. Amendments to Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, p. 1153. 

3. Amendments to Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure, p. 1167. 


SUSPENSION OF ALIEN’S DEPORTATION. See Immigration and 
Nationality Act. 


TAKING OF PRIVATE PROPERTY. See Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act of 1976. 


TAXES. See Indian Mineral Leasing Act of 1938; Indians. 
TENNESSEE. See Antitrust Acts, 1; Constitutional Law, VII, 1. 
TENTH AMENDMENT. See Constitutional Law, IV. 

TRIBAL COURTS. See Jurisdiction; Stays. 

TRIBAL TAXES. See Indians. 

TRUSTEES IN BANKRUPTCY. See Bankruptcy Act. 

TYING AGREEMENTS. See Antitrust Acts, 2. 

VEHICLE SEARCHES. See Constitutional Law, VII, 2. 
VOTER QUALIFICATIONS. See Constitutional Law, IV. 
WAGES AND HOURS. See Fair Labor Standards Act. 


WAIVER OF CORPORATION’S ATTORNEY-CLIENT PRIVILEGE. 
See Bankruptcy Act. 


WISCONSIN. See Antitrust Acts, 2; Labor Management Relations 
Act. 


WORDS AND PHRASES. 

1. “Enterprise.” Fair Labor Standards Act, 29 U.S.C. §203(r). 
Tony & Susan Alamo Foundation v. Secretary of Labor, p. 290. 

2. “Intelligence sources.” §102(d)(3), National Security Act of 1947, 
50 U. S. C. §403(d)(3). CIA v. Sims, p. 159. 


3. “Law of any State which regulates insurance.” §514(b)(2)(A), 
Employee Retirement Income Security Act of 1974, 29 U.S.C. 
§1144(b)(2)(A). Metropolitan Life Ins. Co. v. Massachusetts, p. 724. 


4, “Security.” §2(i), Securities Act of 1933, 15 U.S. C. §77(b)(1); 


§3(a)(10), Securities Exchange Act of 1934, 15 U.S.C. §78e(a)(10). 
Landreth Timber Co. v. Landreth, p. 681; Gould v. Ruefenacht, p. 701. 


